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the treaty of 1850 was signed, the British had merely the
privileges of cutting wood and establishing saw mills in
the territory in question, the sovereignty over it being
vested in the Republic of Guatemala., as successor to the
rights of Spain in those regions. In 1859, however, by
treaty with Guatemala, what was previously a i settle-
ment' was transformed into a 'possession/ a boundary
line was to be defined by mutual agreement or arbitration,
and all within it was recognized as British territory. Mr
Frelinghuysen asserts that the United States have never
consented to this development of British authority, and
argues that, since the treaty of 1850 prohibits the
exercise of dominion in Central America by either of
the contracting parties, "if Great Britain has violated
and continues to violate that provision, the treaty is, of
course, voidable at the pleasure of the United States."

I doubt whether it is so perfectly clear as Mr Freling-
huysen imagined that the infraction of a treaty in any
one point justifies its denunciation in to to. A great deal
surely depends upon the importance of the provision
violated, and the relation in which it stands to the main
object of the treaty. But even if we grant the American
contention as to principle, we are under no obligation to
admit the conclusion that the United States are free to
declare the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty no longer binding
upon them. It may be quite true that if Great Britain
has violated it, they can escape from its obligations at
their pleasure: but what if Great Britain has not violated
it? What if, by the admission of American negotiators,
her conduct in the matter of Belise has been from begin-
ning to end in strict accordance with it ? What if the
asserted increase of authority is a figment based upon a
change of terms of description ? What if the United